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PER CURI AM

Jonat han Keith Idema appeals froma restitution order issued
after remand.” In his initial appeal from his convictions and
sentence for conspiracy to commt wire fraud and fifty-ei ght counts
of wire fraud, we vacated the district court’s order of restitution
and remanded for the district court to nmake appropriate findi ngs of
fact regarding ldema’s financial resources, needs, and earning

ability. See United States v. d osson, No. 94-5669(L), 1996 W

175053 (4th Cr. Apr. 15, 1996) (unpublished). On remand, the
district court reinposed restitution in the anount of $200, 000.
On appeal, Idenma contends that the district court failed to nake
the requisite findings of fact showing that Idema had the ability
to pay restitution.

We have reviewed the district court’s order of restitution, as
well as the briefs and joint appendix, and we find that the

district court did not abuse its discretion. See United States v.

Hyppolite, 65 F. 3d 1151, 1159 (4th Cr. 1995) (standard of review).
We thus affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See United

States v. Idema, CR-93-2-BO (E.D.N.C. Jan. 11, 1999). W di spense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are

"Al t hough I dema’ s notice of appeal was filed after the ten-day
appeal period in Fed. R App. P. 4(b), we find excusabl e negl ect
clear on the record. Thus, we have jurisdiction to address the
nerits of Idema’s appeal. See United States v. Reyes, 759 F.2d
351, 354 (4th Cr. 1985).




adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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